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THURSDAY, APRIL 16, 1959 


}.S. SENATE, 
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION, MARKETING, 
AND STABILIZATION OF PricES SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m. in room 
324, Senate Office Building, Senator Spessard L. Holland presiding. 

Present: Senators Holland (presiding) and Talmadge. 

Senator HoLutanp. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

Senator Johnston, of South Carolina, is chairman of the subcom- 
mittee which has called this hearing. I understand that it will be 
held on all suggestions made from either industry or the Department 
of Agriculture, farm organizations or any other source, relative to 
price support and similar problems affecting peanut producers. 

I understand the hearing is not on any specific legislation. 

Mr. Mouser (clerk). That is correct, other than the fact that the 
Department has submitted programs which they would endorse. 

Senator HoLuanp. I am advised by the clerk of the committee that 
the Department has suggested a program or programs for peanuts. 
I notice the Department witnesses are here to be heard upon this 
matter. 

I will introduce as the first item in the record, therefore, a letter 
dated April 2, 1959, to Mr. Harker T. Stanton, counsel for the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, from Mr. R. L. Farrington, 
General Counsel of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, on this 
general subject, which I understand constitutes the recommendations 
of the Department of Agriculture. 

I introduce, also, at the request of Senator Russell, of Georgia, who 
is engaged in another vital hearing of one of his own committees, a 
written statement for the record. 

I introduce, also, at the request of Mr. John B. Vance, president of 
the Virginia Farmers Union, a member of the board of the National 
Farmers Union, a letter dated April 13, 1959, to Senator Olin Johnston, 
chairman of this subcommittee, for inclusion in the record. 

(The letters are as follows:) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
Washington, D.C., April 2, 1959. 
Mr. Harker T. Stanton, 


Counsel, Agriculture and Forestry Committee, 
U.S. Senate. 

Dear Mr. Stanton: Attached are drafts of the legislative changes that would 
be necessary to put into effect the recommendations made with respect to peanuts 
in the President’s agriculture message and the testimony of the Secretary at the 
recent hearing on the program outlined in such message. 

2 
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The draft legislation contains provisions which would make changes in existing 
law as follows: 

1. Alternative provisions are included for price support for peanuts. These 
provisions would be in effect as long as the marketing quota provisions of the 
Agricutlural Act of 1938, as amended, remain effective and peanut producers do 
not disapprove marketing quotas. 

Under alternative A, peanuts would be supported at 90 percent of the 
average price received by farmers during the 3 preceding marketing years. 

Under alternative B, price support for peanuts would be at such level not 
in excess of 90 percent of the parity price as the Secretary determines appro- 
priate after consideration of the general guidelines prescribed in section 401(b) 
of the Agricultural Act of 1949. 

The Secretary would be given authority to increase the national acreage 
allotment by not more than 50 percent. 

3. The Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, would be 
amended to authorize the issuance of marketing orders for peanuts. 

4. If and when the major peanut production or marketing areas become covered 
by a marketing order or orders, any national marketing quota previously pro- 
claimed for any crop of peanuts to be regulated under such order or orders and 
any farm acreage allotment or marketing quotas, established pursuant to such 
national quota, would cease to be effective and the Secretary would be prohibited 
thereafter from proclaiming a national marketing quota for any crop of peanuts. 

5. Effective beginning with the first crop of peanuts for which farm acreage 
allotments and marketing quotas are not in effect as a result of the issuance of a 
marketing order or orders covering the major peanut producing or marketing 
areas, price support for peanuts would be discretionary at such level not in excess 
of 90 percent of the parity price as the Secretary determines appropriate after 
consideration of the general guidelines specified in section 401(b) of the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1949, as amended. 

If you have any questions regarding these drafts, please feel free to call us. 

Sincerely yours, 


» 


R. L. FARRINGTON, 
General Counsel. 


PricE Support UNDER FARM ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS AND QUOTAS 


1. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 


Alternative A 

“Sec. 107. Notwithstanding the provisions of section 101 of this Act, the level 
of price support to cooperators for the 1960 and each subsequent crop of peanuts, 
if producers have not disapproved marketing quotas, shall be 90 per centum of 
the average price received by farmers during the 3 marketing years immediately 
preceding the marketing year for such crop. Price support for each such crop of 
peanuts in the case of noncooperators and in case marketing quotas are disap- 
proved shall be as provided in section 101(d) (3) and (5). The Secretary shall 
determine and announce the support price for each crop of peanuts in advance 
of the planting season on the basis of the statistics and other information available 
at that time, and such support price shall be final.”’ 


Alternative RB 


“Sec. 107. Notwithstanding the provisions of section 101 of this Act, if pro- 
ducers have not disapproved marketing quotas, price support for the 1960 and 
2ach subsequent crop of peanuts shall be at such level not in excess of 90 per 
centum of the parity price therefor as the Secretary determines appropriate after 
consideration of the factors specified in section 401(b) of this Act. Price support 
in the case of noncooperators and in case marketing quotas are disapproved shall 
be as provided in section 101(d) (3) and (5).” 


AUTHORITY TO INCREASE THE NATIONAL ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 


2. Section 358(a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 

“The national acreage allotment determined under the foregoing provisions of 
this section may be increased by not more than 50 per centum for any crop of pea- 
nuts beginning with the 1960 crop if the Secretary determines that such increase 1s 
necessary in the interests of the welfare of the agricultural economy (1) to avoid 
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hardships to peanut producers, (2) to meet potential market demands for peanuts, 
(3) to avoid undue restrictions on production or marketings of peanuts, (4) to 
prevent disruption in the orderly marketing of peanuts, (5) to insure adequate 
farm income, or (6) because of any combination of the factors above.”’ 


MARKETING ORDERS 


3. Section 8e of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, and as reenacted 
and amended by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended 
(7 U.S.C. 608c), is further amended as follows: 

) Paragraph (2) is amended by inserting ‘“‘peanuts,’’ before ‘‘soybeans,’’. 
) Subparagraph (B) of paragraph (11) is amended by inserting ‘or peanuts 
their products,” after ‘milk and its products,”’. 


1 
(2 
and 
SUBSTITUTION OF MARKETING ORDERS FOR FARM ALLOTMENTS AND QUOTAS 


4. The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by adding 
following section 359 thereof a new section as follows: 

“Sec. 360. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Act, if and when the 
major peanut production or major peanut marketing areas as determined by the 
Secretary become covered by an order or orders in effect under the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, (1) any national marketing quota 
previously proclaimed for any crop of peanuts to be regulated under such order 
or orders and any farm acreage allotments or marketing quotas established 
pursuant to such national marketing quota shall cease to be effective, and (2) the 
Secretary shall not thereafter proclaim a national marketing quota for any crop 
of peanuts.”’ 


PRICE SUPPORT IF MARKETING ORDERS ARE IN EFFECT 


5. Effective beginning with the first crop of peanuts for which farm acreage 
allotments and marketing quotas are not in effect as a result of the operation of 
section 360 of the Agricultural Act of 1938, as amended, the Agricultural Act of 
1949, as amended, is amended as follows: (1) By inserting after the words ‘‘any 
basic agricultural commodity” in the first sentence of section 101 the words 
“except peanuts’; (2) by striking from section 101(b) the words ‘and peanuts’”’; 
and (3) by amending section 107 to read as follows: 

“Sec. 107. The Secretary is authorized to make available through loans, 
purchases, or other operations price support to producers for peanuts at such 
level not in excess of 90 per centum of the parity price therefor as the Secretar 
ee appropriate after consideration of the factors specified in section 401(b 
of this Act.”’ 


STaTEMENT FiLep By THE Hon. RicuarpD B. Russeuu, a U.S. Senator From 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to commend the subcommittee for calling this hearing to 
allow those of us from the southeastern States to be heard on Secretary Benson’s 
recent action in reducing peanut support prices. 

This is the only effective means we have for voicing our strongest protests 
against his action, which will have such disastrous results on so many of our 
already hard-hit farmers. 

I have no illusions that the testimony and evidence to be presented here will 
persuade the Secretary to rescind his harsh action. But it does give us an oppor- 
tunity to lay before Congress and the country the stark and grim consequences 
of his action on a large segment of our farm population. 

It is a source of deep disappointment and real regret to me that Secretary 
Benson, in his zeal to win popular approval for his farm policies, has continually 
sought to prejudice the consuming public against the farmer whose interest he is 
supposed to represent and protect. 

I noted in the press earlier this week that the Secretary had called upon business- 
men and consumers to support his efforts to obtain what he termed realistic farm 
programs. His idea of a realistic farm program, I submit with all respect, is 
just about 180 degrees apart from what the rank-and-file dirt farmers of the 
country consider a realistic program 
_ Mr. Benson was quoted as saying that the voice of the American farmer calls 
_ louder and louder tones for freedom to act, and for less Government inter- 
erence. 
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The news story also quoted the Secretary as saying: 

“Tf this is what farmers want, what are we waiting for—what is Congress 
waiting for? We’ve made our recommendations. Why don’t we get action?” 

The clear implication in his speech, made to a rural bankers group in Wash- 
ington, was that the voice of the American farmer is demanding that Congress 
enact his farm proposals for lower and lower price supports. 

If this is the voice he is hearing, he and I are tuned in on different stations. 

The voice that I hear loud and clear every day is that of the farmer protesting 
against the Secretary’s policies and plans. 

Certainly, that voice could not have been less mistakable in respect to Mr, 
Benson’s order reducing support levels on peanuts. My office has been flooded 
by the desperate protests of farmers against the Secretary’s action. 

The peanut producers of Georgia contend that Mr. Benson’s order was un- 
warranted, unjustified, and discriminatory. 

I am 100 percent in accord with that position. 

Witnesses intimately familiar with the peanut industry are here today to 
present detailed facts and figures to substantiate our position and to discuss the 
administration’s peanut proposals. 

In my brief statement, I shall undertake only to relate in general terms the 
on of the Secretary’s action to Georgia peanut producers. 

y reducing support levels to 75 percent of parity—the lowest level permitted 
by law—the average support price of peanuts in 1959 will be $193.50 per ton. 
This price also reflects the Secretary’s downward revision in the parity index 
which he carried out by administrative action. 

As a result of both reductions, this year’s average peanut support price will be 
$19.70 below the 1958 average. This will amount to an average reduction of 
almost 1 cent per pound. On some types of peanuts, the support price will be 
below the $193.50 average. 

John P. Duncan, president of the Georgia Farm Bureau Federation who is here 
today, has estimated that the reduction will mean a loss of income of around $16 
million: for all peanut farmers in the Nation. He estimates the loss in Georgia 
alone at $5 million. 

This is a cruel financial blow that will break many Georgia farmers and drive 
others nearer to the brink of bankruptcy. 

It comes on top of an estimated $3 million income loss that our farmers will 
suffer as a result of the Secretary’s parity revision on cotton. 

Nor are these reductions likely to be offset by any decrease in production 
costs or in the prices of the things our farmer must buy. 

Mr. Duncan has assembled figures showing that the actual cost of peanut pro- 
duction—on a 5-year average—amounts to $95 per acre not counting cost, de- 
preciation or repair of farm machinery. 

Using the average national yield from 1952 through 1958 of 997 pounds of 
peanuts per acre, the producer will have margin of only $3.50 per acre under the 
new support price. This assumes, of course, that the producer is able to equal the 
average yield and that he will receive the average price for his crop. 

If he makes less than the 5-year average yield this year or if he produces a 
type of peanut supported at less than $193.50, he stands to lose money. 

San, the Secretary estimates that the 1959 crop yield will be 1,118 pounds 
per acre—considerably above the average for the past 5 years. This production 
estimate is based on the elimination of the 1954 crop, which was far below normal. 
and the inclusion of the 1958 crop, which was well above normal. 

A review of past year crop vields of peanuts shows sharp fluctuations due to 
factors over which neither the farmer nor Mr. Benson have any control. 

I do not see how the Secretary can predict that this year’s crop will be any 
nearer to 1958’s 1,213 pounds per acre than to 1954’s 727 per acre. It is a figure 
artificially arrived at and subject to wide error. 

Is this the “realistic’’ type of farm program that the Secretary says the 
American farmers are demanding? ’ 

Indeed, it is not. It is totally unrealistic and monstrously unfair. 

It is typical, however, of the approach to farm problems that the present 
administration has advocated for the past 6 vears. It is an approach based on 
driving down farm prices as a means of discouraging overproduction. The 
enormous rise in Government-held surpluses since 1953 is mute evidence of the 
failure of the administration’s approach. And the voice of the farmers that I 
hear daily is demanding that it be changed. 

I thank you for the opportunity of presenting this statement to the subcom- 
mittee. 
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RicHMOND, Va., April 13, 1959. 
Senator OLIN JOHNSTON, 

Agriculture and Forestry Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DrEAR SENATOR JOHNSTON: On March 4, 1959, the Secretary announced that 
peanuts would be supported at an average price of $193.50 per ton reflecting 
75 percent of modernized and readjusted parity, as compared with a 1958 average 
support price of $213.20. This would mean a loss in income of approximately 
$16 million to the peanut producers of the country. 

We appreciate your scheduling a hearing to discuss the correctness of the 
Secretary's action. Since I shall be unable to be in Washington on the day of the 
hearing owing to a previous commitment, I would appreciate your placing this 
letter in the record as the official statement of the Virginia Farmers Union and of 
the National Farmers Union. 

We realize that existing law gives the Secretary fairly broad leeway in deter- 
mining the supply and demand factors on which he may determine the lowest 
legal support price. There is no doubt he has gone the full limit of the law in 
reducing the level of peanut support for 1959. As a matter of fact, we feel that 
his desire to lower the support may have affected his judgment in estimating the 
amount of peanuts that will be consumed this year, the carryover as of August 1, 
and the estimate of 1959 production, which taken together determine the floor 
percent of parity below which he could not go. 

The Secretary’s desire to lower support levels for all commodities is well known. 
We are not surprised that he has cut the 1959 peanut support as much as the law 
allows. But there is reason to believe that in this case he may even have gone 
further through his manipulation of the figures used in his determination. 

The Secretary, of course, should have determined the 1959 peanut support level 
on the basis of national best interest and preservation of the family farm at not 
lower than 90 percent of parity; rather than looking for every excuse he could 
find to reduce the support below even a fair calculation of 75 percent of parity. 

The Secretary has estimated that the consumption of the 1459 crop of peanuts 
would be about 713,000 tons. This estimate looks to be too small. Since 1954 
the consumption of peanuts has increased approximately 40 million pounds 
(shelled basis) per year. From last August 1 until March 1 of this year, a near 
record level of 426 million pounds were consumed as compared with 415 million 
for the same seven months during the 1957-58 season. It appears to us that the 
consumption figure for 1959 crop should be 733 million pounds (table I). 

The Secretary’s estimate of production for the crop year of 1959 is too high, 
in our opinion. The Secretary’s estimate of production for 1959 is not a trend 
based on actual production over the past 5 years. What he has done is to include 
the average production per acre for 1958 which was unusually good, but he left 
out 1954 which was unusually bad. He left out the low 1954 yield of only 727 
pounds per acre and put in the 1958 yield which was 1,213 pounds per acre. We 
could just as likely have another year like 1954 in 1959 as we might have another 
year such as 1958. 

The Secretary is estimating that the 1959 production of peanuts will be 820,000 
tons, which is estimating that the production of peanuts will be greater than during 
any year since quotas were in effect, except 1958. 

Farmers are in no position incomewise to sit idly by and allow the Secretary 
to lower supports below even the basic minimums required by law. We must 
protest this action and urge your committee to do whatever you can to correct 
the situation. 

The actual average production of peanuts per acre for the period 1952 through 
1958 is only 997 pounds per acre. he Secretary’s determination of the support 
level is based upon his estimate that the 1959 average per acre production will be 
some 1,118 pounds per acre. 

Just as the Secretary has continued to set his expected consumption figure too 
low and his projected production figure too high, it also looks to us as if he might 
be making some deliberate use of program mismanagement and unwarranted 
statistical manipulations to set the carryover figure too, high 

The Department of Agriculture has been buying from shellers No. 2 stock 
peanuts and placing them in cold storage, at tremendous cost, in order that they 
might be on hand August 1 so they will add to the carryover. The facts are that 
there is still plenty of time before August 1 to divert all surplus farmers’ stock 
peanuts and No. 2 shelled peanuts now owned by CCC to secondary uses. In 
the last few days there has also been a reconcentration of approximately 10,000 
tons into 2 warehouses to add to the August 1 carryover. 


89619—59——-2 
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The farmers’ cost of production is steadily increasing each year. It is now at 
the all time high as reported by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The index 
of prices paid by farmers for commodities, interest, taxes, and farm wages during 
March 1959 was nearly 2 percent higher than a year earlier. 

Peanut farmers, like other farmers, in times of national emergency have been 
called upon to produce abundantly. They responded magnificently to the needs. 
Now that a hot war emergency does not exist, it is unfair that farmers be told 
that they should take even lower prices and income. 

Peanut producers have taken a drop in price for peanuts of over $50 per ton in 
the last 4 years. During the last 5 years costs of production have increased by as 
much as 35 percent. The Secretary’s action clearly indicates that this is a further 
move to completely destroy our peanut program. We realize that Congress may 
be unable to require the Secretary to raise the 1959 peanut supports above the 
floor established by law, but we do urge that you make whatever investigation is 
required to be assured that the level is not set lower than the legal minimum. 

Testimony presented to the House Committee on Agriculture shows conclusively 
a sharp drop in peanut prices received by farmers compared to 1954, which was 
the last year before the administration’s sliding scale law was put into effect, 
However, the same testimony presented by Assistant Secretary McLain also shows 
that consumer prices for peanuts and peanut products are higher now than in 1954, 

It just looks to the peanut farmer as if the Secretary has manipulated carryovers 
and tinkered with production and consumption estimates in every way he could 
in order to reduce peanut supports to lowest possible level in 1959. These actions 
of his illustrate why we are opposed to the President’s reeommendatoin that the 
peanut support law be amended to allow the Secretary to set supports at any 
figure he chooses between 0 and 90 percent of parity. 

Adoption of the proposed alternative recommended by the President of 90 
percent of the average market price of the preceding 3 years would be equally 
as disastrous. Following of this policy would reduce peanut support prices to 10 
percent below the oil price in less than 5 years. 

We respectfully urge your committee to do whatever it can to require the 
Secretary of Agriculture to refigure his 1959 estimates and raise the support price 
above the figure now established. We also respectfully urge that your committee 
disapprove the amendments to the peanut legislation reeommended by the execu- 
tive branch. 

Sincerely, 
JoHN B. VANCE, 
President, Virginia Farmers Union, 
Member of Board, National Farmers Union. 


Exursit A 


U.S. production of peanuts, 1952-58 } 





Acreage Yield per Total pro- 
Crop year picked and acre | duction 
threshed | 


Acres Pounds 
1, 443, 000 940 | 
1, 515, 000 1, 039 | 
727 
928 
1, 160 
970 | 
1, 213 | 


1 Source: U.S.D.A., Oils and Peanut Division. 
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| 


{In pounds] 


Peanut 
candy 


104, 015, 000 
124, 128, 000 
119, 927, 000 
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TaBLe I.—Shelled peanuts used in peanut products 


120, 557, 000 
116, 771, 000 
132, 653, 000 


140, 650, 000 
147, 450, 000 
149, 118, 000 
143, 254, 000 
146, 327, 000 
163, 382, 000 


Salted 
peanuts 


170, 881, 000 


BOE, ccncbencddsagubiasibendotandanoude ane 


1 Estimate included in consumption. 


Note.—(1) Peanut butter sandwiches and other minor products not itemized, but is included in the totals 
above. 

(2) Figures for 1958 will not be available until Aug. or Sept., but the figures for Aug. 1 till Mar. 1 show a 
near record level of 426,403,000 pounds as compared with 415,857,000 pounds for the same 7 months during the 
1957-58 season, or an increase of over 10,000,000 pounds. 


Senator HoLuanp. As the first witness, I will call Mr. Marvin L. 
McLain, Assistant Secretary of the Department of Agriculture. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MARVIN L. MCLAIN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. McLatn. Mr Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
a statement here that I would like to read. It is very brief and really 
gets at the problem that we are talking about, if I may have your 
permission. 

I am glad to have this opportunity to discuss with you the Depart- 
ment’s program as it relates to peanuts. 

Through its various programs the Department has assisted peanut 
growers in many ways. ‘These include: 

(1) The development of better varieties and improved production 
techniques. 

(2) The development of improved marketing and wider utilization 
of peanut products. 

(3) The maintenance of stable supplies for end users and consumers. 

(4) The promotion of peanut products. 

(5) The stimulation of the utilization of peanuts and peanut 
products in various end uses. 

Department efforts to aid growers in the production and marketing 
of peanuts are widespread. In the field of research the Department of 
Agriculture is currently carrying out 17 broad projects relating to 
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this commodity. In addition, the State colleges and departments of 
agriculture in the peanut area are developing and performing addi- 
tional experimental and research programs. 

Research has been in the three fields of production, marketing, and 
utilization. On the production side, emphasis has been placed on the 
development of varieties which are more acceptable to the consuming 
public and which have broader utilization. Through work in develop- 
ing acceptable varieties with high yields and through the improve- 
ment of technology in growing and harvesting, the stage is set for the 
production of better quality peanuts at less cost. 

Research in the field of new varieties, cultural practices, fertili- 
zation, disease, and insect control are clearly reflected in the continued 
substantial rise in yield per acre in the past 10 years. As shown on 
chart 1, little gain was made prior to that time. 

(Chart 1 is as follows:) 


CHART 1 


PEANUTS: U. S. YIELD PER ACRE 


POUNDS | -z 














9 Lu foah Suits 
1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 


Mr. McLain. Research in mechanical harvesting and drying has 
already been a factor in reducing substantially the labor required to 
harvest the crop. Efforts are still underway to find and develop 
herbicides which will permit control of grass and weeds. If this can 
be done the growing and harvesting can be almost completely mechan- 
ized and production costs can be reduced substantially. This is a 
field in which real progress is possible. As the farmer can produce 
more efficiently he can hope to earn a better net income and at the 
same time offer his product to the American consumer at relatively 
lower prices. 

In the marketing field, research has been directed toward the better 
handling of peanuts in commercial storage, in the development of 
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more economical means of moving the commodity from the farm into 
the market, and methods of making peanut products more acceptable 
to consumers. 

Utilization research has been directed toward finding new uses for 
peanuts and the improvement of the commodity as a food item. 
Recent research projects, part of which are still in process, include 
studies of the chemical composition in relation to the quality of proc- 
essed peanut products, the influence of processing on the composition 
and flavor of peanut products, and the physical chemical properties 
of peanut protein. 

In attempting to aid the industry in providing outlets for its surplus 
production, the Department has promoted the consumption of pea- 
nuts through its plentiful foods publicity and consumption outlet 
promotion programs. Also, quantities of surplus peanuts have been 
made available for school lunch. Through this means the Depart- 
ment provided a nutritious product for schoolchildren and at the 
same time helped to develop interest in the consumption of peanuts 
and peanut products. To a limited extent the Department has en- 

aged in foreign market development work for the commodity. 

hrough this work a flow of surplus peanuts to end users in Canada 
has been developed. These peanuts are being purchased at higher 
prices than those which are diverted into oil. 

The Department has also been active in its liaison work between 
the grower organizations and the national industrial and consuming 

roups interested in the development of high-quality food products. 
ind users have been encouraged to seek for high-quality peanuts and 
efforts have been made to provide stable supplies to those manufac- 
turers who are using peanuts for candy, salted nuts, or peanut butter. 

Under present agricultural legislation, peanuts are classified as a 
basic agricultural commodity and price support is required between 
75 and 90 percent of parity provided marketing quotas have been ap- 
proved by the growers. At the current prices peanuts provide from 
$150 to $200 million—about 0.5 percent of the $35 to $40 billion total 
realized gross farm income in the United States. 

The legislation under which the marketing quota and peanut price 
support program has operated since 1949 provides for a minimum 
acreage allotment of 1,610,000 acres with the share of this allotment 
to each State relatively frozen. Although the current programs of 
acreage allotment, marketing quota, and price support have been 
effective in providing price support, we have experienced difficulties 
similar to those encountered with other price-supported commodities. 
Primary among these are: 

(1) A chronic surplus of 10 percent or more of the crop grown. 

(2) Frozen acreage allotments which preclude changes among States 
and permit almost no change among farms. 

(3) Tendency of high prices to stifle consumption and the growth 
of the industry. 

(4) High cost to the Government. 

As an example of how the industry failed to grow under a rigid 
program, we find that during the period from 1950 through 1955, 
when peanuts were maintained at near 90 percent of parity, the 
mcrease in consumption scarcely kept pace with the increase in pop- 
ulation. The lack of new outlets and the restriction on production 
has led some people to refer to the peanut industry as a dead industry. 
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Production on the minimum allotment, with the upward trend of 
yield per acre, has exceeded edible requirements every year in the 
postwar period except for 1954. For the crops from 1952 through 
1958—using estimates for the 1958 crop—the total quantity of 
surplus acquired and diverted under price support operations is 
approximately 722 thousand tons. This is an average of more than 
100 thousand tons per year or 14 percent of the total production. 
The cost of diverting this surplus is approximately $93 million, an 
average of more than $13 million per year and approximately 8 percent 
of the farm value of the peanut crop during the period. Administra- 
tive cost of the allotment and quota portion of the program amounts 
to around $2 million annually. The total cost of the marketing 
quota and price support program per ton of peanuts grown during 
the period 1952-58 is approximately $21. 

The surplus peanuts have been disposed of at their market value 
for oil and meal. This value usually has been about equal to the 
world market prices for peanuts which have tended to be about 
half the level of the price-supported edible peanuts. Thus, the loss 
on each ton of peanuts produced in surplus has been about half the 
price support value. 

Despite the difficulties involved in the rigid marketing quotas and 
price supports, the Department has attempted to administer this 
program so that it supplemented the Department’s efforts to provide 
stable supplies and to promote the consumption of peanuts and growth 
of the peanut industry. 

The Department changes its policy on storing and disposing of 
surplus peanuts since 1954 with two primary objectives in mind. 

First, some of the surplus peanuts each have been carried over to 
provide protection against a possible short crop which might require 
imports to meet domestic requirements, such as those following the 
short 1954 crop. 

Second, the surplus that has been taken over by CCC has been 
handled in a manner which would be to the long time benefit of the 
industry. 

Somewhat lower prices have been associated with higher edible 
consumption since 1954 as shown on chart 2. The quantity diverted 
and the cost of diversion have been reduced by reason of more edible 
use and the smaller loss per ton diverted. More orderly movement 
of the surplus into the market has helped to reduce losses. After 
considering extra costs for shelling, transportation, and cold storage, 
we estimate that the loss on diversion of surplus from 1956 and 1957 
crops was reduced more than $8 million by this change in method of 
handling. 

Mr. McLarty. Chart 3 shows the changes which have occurred in 
the farm prices for peanuts, in consumer prices and in prices of tree 
nuts since the 1935-39 period. Prices of peanuts in 1958 were approxi- 
mately three times the 1935-39 average, while consumer prices were 
only two times prewar. Tree nut prices, and tree nuts are another 
item competitive with peanuts for the consumer’s dollar, moved up 
from a prewar level to about the same extent as did prices paid by 
consumers. 

(Charts 2 and 3 are as follows:) 
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Mr. McLain. Since the short crop of 1954, peanut prices have de- 
clined relative to consumer and tree nut prices, but we believe the more 
realistic price levels for peanuts are proving advantageous to grower 
interest by expanding consumption. Retaining artificially high prices 
for peanuts would have the effect of continuing to choke off consumer 
demand and cause increasing losses to Government on program 
operations. 

The determination of the preplanting price support level for the 
1959 crop of peanuts was as follows: 

This is a formula, as all of you know, set up in the statutes. I will 
not run through the detail of it. If you have questions, Mr. Thigpen 
will be glad to answer them on this point, but the table comes out with 
the result of 75 percent supports which, of course, has been announced 
in the announcement that was made so few days ago. 

A. Determination of total supply: Tons 
Carryover Aug. 1, 1958 180, 000 


1958 production 932, 000 
1, 000 


Total supply, Aug. 1, 1958 1, 113, 000 

Edible requirement year ending Aug. 1, 1959 701, 000 
Estimated diversion year ending Aug. 1, 1959______._____- 162, 000 
Carryover Aug. 1, 1959 (commercial 200,000; CCC 50,000)__ 2 250, 000 

1959 production 819, 000 

1, 000 

ie nee. 2 Pees oa ce So eet cence ce eae 2 1, 070, 000 

B. Determination of normal supply: 

Edible requirements year ending Aug. 1, 1960 713, 000 
Statutory carryover (15 percent) 107, 000 


Normal supply 820, 000 


C. Supply percentage (total supply divided by normal supply) 130. 4 
D. Support (75 percent of $258) $193. 50 


1 Or less. 
2 Or more. 


This level of $193.50 may not be reduced but it will be increased at 
the beginning of the marketing year, August 1, 1959, if the combina- 
tion of effective parity and supply percentage require it. 

Senator HorLtanp. You mean that the 75 percent is the floor? 

Mr. McLain. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLuanp. The reason you moved that floor is because of 
the high surplus that was carried over, and if the situation proves to 
be better at the end of this year you stand ready to recognize that by 
moving upwards. 

Mr. Mclain. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hotutanp. Do you want to ask any questions? 

Senator TaumMapae. I have several questions, Mr. Chairman, but I 
thought I would let the Secretary finish his statement and then ask 
them. 

Mr. McLain. I have a few more comments. 

By way of summary, the Department’s activities on research and 
experimental work are showing good results for peanuts. They 
definitely are contributing to more efficient and economical produc- 
tion which can mean a better net income for farmers and a better 
product value to the consumer. 
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Relatively new research on some of the chemical and physical 
characteristics of peanuts as affected by curing, roasting and other 
processes may prove to be valuable. 

The marketing quota and price support programs are being ad- 
ministered effectively and with a view of maintaining stable and ade- 
quate supplies at reasonable prices which are essential elements for 
increased consumption and growth so badly needed by the industry. 

The Department is concerned about the highly rigid features of the 
present program and its high costs. As we look forward, it seems to 
us that it should be possible to have a program which would be helpful 
to peanut growers without these undesirable features. We have 
recommended to the Congress legislation which we feel is in the long- 
time interest of every segment of the peanut industry. 

Attached are drafts of the legislative changes that would be neces- 
sary to put into effect the recommendations made with respect to 
peanuts in the President’s agriculture message and the testimony of 
the Secretary at the recent hearing on the program outlined in such 
message. 

The draft legislation contains provisions which would make changes 
in existing law as follows: 

1. Alternative provisions are included for price support for peanuts. 
These provisions would be in effect as long as the marketing quota 
provisions of the Agricultural Act of 1938, as amended, remain effec- 
tive and peanut producers do not disapprove marketing quotas. 

Under alternative A, peanuts would be supported at 90 percent 
of the average price received by farmers during the 3 preceding market- 
ing years. 

Under alternative B, price support for peanuts would be at such 
level not in excess of 90 percent of the parity price as the Secretary 
determines appropriate after consideration of the general guidelines 
prescribed in section 401(b) of the Agricultural Act of 1949. 

2. The Secretary would be given authority to increase the national 
acreage allotment by not more than 50 percent. 

3. The Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, 
would be amended to authorize the issuance of marketing orders for 
peanuts. 

4. If and when the major peanut production or marketing areas 
become covered by a marketing order or orders, any national market- 
ing quota previously proclaimed for any crop of peanuts to be regu- 
lated under such order or orders and any farm acreage allotment or 
marketing quotas established pursuant to such national quota would 
cease to be effective and the Secretary would be prohibited thereafter 
from proclaiming a national marketing quota for any crop of peanuts. 

5. Effective beginning with the first crop of peanuts for which farm 
acreage allotments and marketing quotas are not in effect as a result 
of the issuance of a marketing order or orders covering the major 
peanut producing or marketing areas, price support for peanuts 
would be discretionary at such level not in excess of 90 percent of the 
parity price as the Secretary determines appropriate after considera- 
tion of the general guidelines specified in section 401 (b) of the Acri- 
cultural Act of 1949, as amended. 

And these changes follow. We would like to have them inserted in 
the record, either here or as you have suggested, Senator Holland, at 
the beginning with the letter that came forward. 

39619—59 3 
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(For legislative changes referred to, see p. 1.) 

Mr. Mclain. We will be happy now to answer any questions 
either on the determination of price supports or what we are suggest- 
mg or any phase of this that any of you want. We have Mr. Thigpen 
here and his assistant. Mr. Thigpen is the Director of the Division 
that is responsible for the peanut program—he has a very close work- 
ing relationship with the industry, and is pretty well respected by the 
industry. 

Senator Hottanp. Senator Talmadge, do you have any questions? 

Senator TaumapGe. As you know, Mr. Secretary, about 65 coun~- 
ties in Georgia produce peanuts and for about 35 of those 65 counties 
peanuts are their major source of income. 

Mr. McLain. I understand that. 

Senator TanmapGer. The production of peanuts, even under the 
80 percent of parity price last year, is not a very profitable operation, 
as you are aware. The tentative order which the Department has 
issued reducing the support prices by, I believe, $19.70 has caused a 
good deal of alarm, shock, and amazement, not only in my State, but 
in many other areas where peanuts are a major crop. 

I have received, of course, a number of letters, telephone calls, 
telegrams, and visits, and today the president of the farm bureau of 
my State is here and will follow you as a witness. I understand he 
has been authorized to speak for various farm groups in Alabama, 
maybe Florida, South Carolina, and other areas. I am not sure 
about that, but he can state who he represents when he gets here. 

I was looking over the order that was issued by the Department, 
and the law. I noticed that the estimated carryover as of August 1, 
1955, as contained on page 7 of your statement is 250,000 tons or more 
and that is stated to be 200,000 in commercial sources and 50,000 
tons in CCC. 

In view of the very optimistic production which the Department 
has indicated for the year, is there any reason for the OCC holding 
any stocks whatever except to depress the support price? 

Mr. McLain. I will make the first statement on this and then Mr. 
Thigpen can answer further. 

I think after our experience that we had in 1954, there were a lot 
of people, including those of us in the Department, that think that 
an adequate carryover is wise from the standpoint of not only the 
peanut industry but any other industry with a commodity that can 
be stored. 

One of the difficulties, of course, that you have in the consumption 
end of these products is avoiding a condition where at one time you 
have plenty and another time you do not have enough to go around. 
The consumers of these products have to depend upon their supply. 
And, of course, they do not like to have wild fluctuations in prices. 

The other thing I would say is that because the estimate that we 
have indicated here for 1959 production which you say looks to you 
as generous, as you well know, Senator Talmadge, being one who has 
been close to the soil, you do not harvest on the basis of estimates 
always. You harvest on the basis of what actually happens. 

We have had some pretty good years in recent years, and one of 
these times we might not have that. 

Senator Tanmapce. I understand that is very true, but I cannot 
see any necessity for having stocks in the CCC when we have an esti- 
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mated production of over a million tons, far more than would be 
adequate. 


r. McLarn. Supposing that production ended up to be only half 
of that because of weather, what then? 

Senator TaLmapGe. In the light of those conditions, that may well 
be true. And, of course, there are many farmers in my area, if a 
situation like that arises, would hope that the Department would 
revise their price support program accordingly. 

Mr. McLain. We would. This is exactly the question that Senator 
Holland raised earlier. And, of course, this is merely following that 
statute which we always intend to do, of course. 

Senator TaumapceE. Mr. Secretary, it has been pointed out by a 
number of my constituents that peanuts are being bought and shelled 
in Georgia by the CCC, shipped to Chattanooga, Tenn., and placed 
in cold storage there and later shipped back to Georgia to be ground 
into oil; is that correct? 

Mr. McLain. I would have Mr. Thigpen answer that. He is in 
the operating line of this. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES E. THIGPEN, DIRECTOR, OILS AND PEANUT 
DIVISION, COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, U.S. DEPART- 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. TxurGPpeN. That may appear to be the case. If we should have 
a short crop in 1959, the peanuts would not be ground into oil. If 
we have an average or good crop 

Senator TaLmMApGE. I am not asking what may occur in the future. 
I am talking about what has happened in the past. 

Mr. Turarpen. We put them in cold storage under the program. 
They will come back later in oil. 

Senator TaLMapGE. Why is it necessary to go to the expense of 
shipping to and from Chattanooga, which is not a peanut producing 
area? 

Mr. TurGprEen. That is where the cold storage is. 

Senator Taumapan. They have the cold-storage facilities. 

Mr. TurGpEen. Yes. 

Senator TatmapGe. Are they placed in cold-storage facilities toward 
the development of a reasonable price? 

Mr. Tuicpen. Yes, we move peanuts away from the producing area 
in effect to those areas. 

Senator TALMADGE. I have another question, addressed either to the 
Secretary or to you, Mr. Thigpen, whichever desires to answer it. 

One of the chief complaints from the peanut producing area is the 
fact that in your computations for the year of production the Depart- 
ment omitted the year 1954, which was a short year from an acreage 
yield standpoint and included the high years in lieu thereof. Why is 
that necessary; why was that done? 

Mr. Tuiarpen. The year 1954 was omitted because it was com- 
pletely an abnormal year, with a very low yield. I think we made 
some offsetting adjustments in view of that. I think if we look back 
at this chart which shows the yield per acre of peanuts, and look at 
what has been happening in recent years, and try to estimate the 
yield, that you get a yield per acre close to the figure we used. You 
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might want,to make it. 10 pounds lower or 10 pounds higher.,; How- 
ever, itis not very much. The point being that so far as price deter- 
mination ,is concerned, it was made on the basis of the production. 
And you can have a difference of judgment or opinion as to what is 
the right estimate. 

Senator TanmapGer. Another item, and I would like to address this 

uestion to Secretary McLain. In reading your testimony. before 
the House Peanut Subcommittee, you replied to. a question by Mr. 
Poage in reference to consumption, and stated: 


‘Well, more than that for 2 years, but it has dropped off in the current year.” 


I hold here in my hand a bulletin put out by the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, entitled ‘Peanut Stocks and Processing,” dated March 
24, 1959, and from the third paragraph on the first page, I quote: 

Total usage this season through the end of February reached an alltime recov- 
ered level of 426 million pounds as compared with nearly 416 million pounds used 
during the comparable 7-month period last season. 

I would like to have you comment on that, please, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Mclain. I think Mr. Thigpen commented on this on the 
House side. I think it would be proper if he commented on it here. 
I am sure that he did testify over there. 

But, nevertheless, it makes no difference who testified on this point. 

Senator Hotitanp. Mr. Thigpen. 

Mr. Tuicpen. The chart which we have showing the use of pea- 
nuts indicates the increase in consumption, which has occurred follow- 
ing 1954-55. For those 2 years we had about a 7 percent per year 
increase in consumption. We are never positive what all of the 
factors are that cause any change in consumption. Statistical anal- 
ysis would give some figures. All we have is that there is an associa- 
tion of prices and consumption. 

We know that advertising, promotion, and good sales efforts are 
factors that increase consumption. 

It may be that the quality of crop indicates something in con- 
sumption which does not hold up over the long pull. 

The 1956-57 crop had substantial damage. And you had sub- 
stantial wastage in the form of damaged peanuts. So that consump- 
tion figure, possibly, could be a little bit higher than it. otherwise 
would be, so to speak. 

The 1958 crop, by contrast, is an exceptionally fine quality with 
low wastage. Aad the change may not be as much as the figures 
indicate. 

Senator Tatmapce. It is a fact that the Department did pick out 
a period of 4 months that is less than normal consumption. 

r. Tarcpen. There again, Senator, when the consumption dropped 
off, we felt we had'no choice except to recognize the change. We wish 
to raise it high. We hope so. 

Senator TALMADGE. YT oiti own Department release here says the 
opposite. It shows a rosy picture of consumption of péanuts. 

Mr. Tuicren. It is ebow But it is not with relation to the increase 


in these 2 years. If consumption grey up, the estimate will go up. 


Senator TatmanGe. To get'back to the years that you used in the 
base for your computation, I believe you stated that ‘you left’out the 
year 1954 becatise it was an abnormally low year. 

Mr. TuiGpEn.’ Yes. : 
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Senator TatMapGE. 1958 was an abnormally high year... Did you 
use that one? 

Mr. Tuicren, We made an exception for that type of thing. 

Senator TarmapaE. Why did, you use the abnormally high year 
and not the abnormally low year? 

Mr. Tuigepen. I} go back to the original answer. You can get 
half a dozen answers from statisticians, 

Senator TaLMapGe. I am aware that statisticians come up. with 
different answers. If you omit one abnormal year, the logical thing 
to do to counteract that would be to omit the abnormally high year to 
get the correct picture. 

Mr. TuiePeEn. I think if you look at the chart here again you, have 
to ask yourself the question, as to whether 1958 is an abnormal year. 
Our people tell us from the knowledge that is available it will permit 
a 50 percent increase, Unquestionably, we have an. uptrend in yields. 

What we are trying to do is to get the probable reasonable average 
and what is reasonable to expect. 

Senator TALMADGE. On what basis did you calculate your estimated 
production this year? 

Mr. Tuicrpen. We used, I think, an estimate of 91 percent of the 
harvested acreage; I mean the acres that we harvested. 

Senator TaLMADGE. That is nearly 1,610,000. 

Mr. TuHiePEn. 91 percent of that. 

Senator TaLMADGE, You: multiplied that 1,610,000 acres by. 91 

ercent, 
, Mr. Tuicren. And then by the estimated yield basis. 
Senator TaumMapGe. And after you converted it to acres, estimated 


to be planted, then what was the average yield per acre? 
Mr. Tuicren.. Mr. Mace, what was that yield per acre? 


STATEMENT OF ALMON T. MACE, CHIEF, PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
BRANCH, OILS AND PEANUT DIVISION, COMMODITY STABILI- 
ZATION SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Mace. 1,118 pounds. 

Senator TaLmMapGr. That was for what year? 

Mr. TuiGreEn, It is essentially against what appears that we have 
for the previous years, as I say there. 

Senator TaLMapee. That and that alone is the sole basis for your 
estimated production. 

Mr. TuiceEn: I think that.is fair, isn’t it, Mr. Mace? That is 
substantially what we did. 

Mr. Mace. That is substantially it. 

Senator TatmMapGE. Why didn’t you deduct all of- those acres that 
were in the conservation reserve? 

Mr. TuicrEen. Well, with a reasonably good moisture, I would 
guess that the harvested acres would be something above this 91 
percent, which was an average which reflects some of the bad years. 

Senator TaLtMapGE. What were you basing it on? I thought you 
told me you predi¢ated it solely on 91 percent of the allotted acreage 
under the law by a factor of production which was 1,118 pounds. 

Mr. Tuiepen. True. 

: Senator, TALMADGE. You estimate the production higher than 1,118, 
0 you? 
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Mr. Tuiaren. No. We use the 91 percent and we think that of 
the allotted acres to be harvested is reasonable. We can be wron 

Senator TautMapGE. You realize, of course, that of the peanut land, 
133,000 acres is in the conservation reserve, don’t you? 

Mr. Tuigpen. I understand that. 

Senator TatmMapGE. Did you omit that entirely, or did it escape 
your conclusions during your ealculations? Why did you omit it? 

_ Mr. Tuigren. We did not include the 133,000 acres in estimating 
it 

Senator TauMapDGE. I take it 

Mr. Tuicpeen. That is correct? 

Mr. Mace. That is correct. 

Mr. Chairman, March 1 planting intentions indicated a 3 percent 
decrease from last year. Last year, we harvested 95 percent. The 
reduction would result in a little bit more than the 91 percent which 
we are using. 

Mr. Tuigpren. I think it is fair to say, we didn’t have that estimate 
of the conservation reserve. 

Senator Tatmapce. In other words, that was decided by the 
Department. 

Mr. Tuicpen. Did you have that? 

Mr. Mace. We took advantage of that. 

Mr. Tuicren. That is right. I would have to say if when we make 
the determination again—and it shows 5 percent under last year— 
and last year if we had 95 percent of the acres harvested, we would 
have a reasonable estimate there. 

Senator TatMapGr. You concede you did not include that in the 
computation—you concede that? 

Mr. Chairman, I want at this point to insert in the record the 
release from the U.S. Department of Agriculture, dated, Washington, 
February 13, 1959, and on page 2 thereof states: 


Estimated normal acreage and production of specified crops on land in the con- 
servation reserve for 1959 crop year. 


And item 4 thereof states as follows: 
Peanuts, 133,000 acres; estimated normal production 103,786,000 pounds. 


That would be a tremendous factor had it been considered in the 
calculations. On the basis of my rough calculations, it would have 
warranted a price support for peanuts of approximately 80 percent 
instead of the Department’s announced intention of supporting them 
at some 75 percent which is the minimum under the law. 

Senator Hottanp. Without objection that statement will be placed 
in the record. 

(The release is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, February 13, 1959. 


USDA Reports Estimatep NorMat Crop Uss or Lanp Now 1n CONSERVATION 
RESERVE 


Several million acres which have normally been planted to leading crops will 
be included in the conservation reserve of the soil bank in 1959, the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture reported today on the basis of a recent survey of program 
participation. 

The conservation reserve is the continuing part of the soil bank under whic 
farmers contract to withhold general farmland from production for periods of 3 
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5, or 10 years, while they are carrying out soil, water, and wildlife conservation 
ractices. 

e A total of 23.2 million acres is expected to be under contract in the program 

for 1959, including an estimated 13.2 million acres from the current signup which 

is still in progress and approximately 10 million acres from contracts signed in 

previous years. 

Estimates of former crop use on this reserve land include 3.7 million acres 
normally devoted to corn, 3.6 million to oats, 3.5 million to grain sorghums, 2.4 
million to wheat, and about 10 million acres to other crops, hay and pasture, 
and special uses. These acreage estimates do not represent only changes in land 
use between 1958 and 1959. A substantial part of the acreage involved was put 
under conservation reserve contracts in 1958 or earlier years. 

Data for the estimates were taken in sample areas from contracts, applications 
for contracts, and performance reports which are available in local county agri- 
cultural stabilization and conservation (ASC) offices. Farmers have supplied 
crop records for the 2 years preceding the first year each farm participated or 
has been signed up to participate in the program. 

The table on the other side of this page shows the estimates of crops which 
were normally grown on the reserve acreage, the normal acreage, and production. 


Estimated normal acreage and production of specified crops on land in the conservation 
reserve for the 1959 crop year ! 


Estimated 
Cropland use normal Estimated normal production 2 


142,671,000 bushels. 
45,000,000 bushels. 
378,000 bales. 
103,786,000 pounds. 
140,000 hundredweight. 
14,913,000 pounds. 
123,780,000 bushels. 
36,178,000 bushels. 
18,389,000 bushels. 
83,352,000 bushels. 
3,391,000 bushels. 

72,000 hundredweight. 

,206,000 hundredweight. 
nee tons, hay equivalent. 
(4). 


+ =. 


- 


825.828 
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2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
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9. 


y 
. Sorghum grain 
. Flaxseed 
. Dry edible beans 
. Irish potatoes 
. Hay and pasture 
5. Vegetables 
. Other crops, summer fallow, idle and failure 
. Total, including duplication - __ 
. Estimated conservation reserve acres_......-.--.--- 
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23 % 
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1 Does not represent only changes from 1958 to 1959; part of the acreage involved was put under reserve 
contracts in 1958 or earlier years. 

2 The estimated normal production is based on the average yields for the past 5 years (1954-58) adjusted 
for the location and quality of the land signed up under the conservation reserve program. 

3 Item 17 is larger than item 18 due to double cropping, crop failure replanted, and similar unusual land 
uses. Conservation reserve acres (item 18) reflect estimated achievement at end of current contract signing 
ene ba oh = present State authorizations. 
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Senator TaLmapGE. I think the Secretary and Mr. Thigpen have 
already answered this. If for some reason some of the calculations 
were erroneous, you will recompute the whole thing August 1? 

Mr. McLain. Yes, as of August 1. 

Senator Tatmapce. As of that time final support prices are an- 
nounced for the year 1959? 

Mr. McLain. That is correct. 

Senator TaumMapGe. And assuming that the Department has made 
some errors there in their computation, if those errors are discovered, 
is it the intention of the Department to raise in accordance with the 
law the price support on peanuts at that time? 

Mr. McLain. Absolutely, Mr. Talmadge. We just do not ever 
intend unintentionally to violate the statute. 

Senator TatmapGe. Thank you, and I thank Mr. Thigpen. 
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Mr. Chairman, this is a matter‘of ‘a great deal of importance to the 
many people of my State in the peanut-producing areas. It seems 
obvious from the testimony of Mr. McLain and Mr. Thigpen that 
they completely overlooked the 133,000 acres of peanuts in their 
computations which would warrant, according to my rough calcula 
tions, an increase in the price supports of approximately 5 percent 
or from 75 to 80 percent. 

Mr. McLain. Mr. Holland, I respect the judgment of Senator 
Talmadge very much. He is well posted in this. I do not want the 
record to stand, however, that what he has just said is accurate in 
our judgment, because I think Mr. Thigpen has indicated that. this 
was considered on an overall basis—all of the factors were considered 
when the table was arrived at. And I would not want the record to 
stand showing that any deliberate attempt was made to omit what was 
covered by this. 

Senator TatmapGe. I would not say “deliberate,’’ Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. McLain. Deliberate or any other way. 

Senator TatmapGeE. I do not want to quibble with either of you. 
The testimony was on the basis of calculation and the record is abun- 
dantly clear on that; on the basis of calculation it was 91 percent of the 
1,610,000 acres multiplied by a factor slightly in excess of 1,100 
pounds estimated yield per acre. 

Mr. McLain. I think you ought to comment further on that. 

Mr. Tuigren. May I, Senator, to correct the record? I did indi- 
cate that I believed I thought we did not have this estimate of the 
conservation reserve at the time we made the determination. Con- 
versation with Mr. Mace brings that fact out that we did have that. 
Mr. Mace also points out that the March intentions to plant report 
showed a decrease in peanut acres of 3 percent for 1959 below 1958. 

The harvested acres of peanuts in 1958 was 95 percent of the allotted 
acres. We used 91 here this time. 

If you take 3 off of 95, you will still have 92 as the probable harvested 
acres, although we used 91 percent. As I tried to bring out, we did 
use what looked to be a reasonable basis on that. 

Senator Taumaper. I thank you, Mr. Thigpen and Mr. Secretary. 
At least with the hope of the people that I have the honor in part to 
represent, and I am sure of many others in the producing area of 
peanuts, that the Department will reevaluate this thing carefully at 
the proper time with a view of correcting what we think is an error. 

Senator Hotuanp. I think this committee recognizes peanut prob- 
lems as among the most difficult and complicated to be solved either 
by the industry or by the Department, for various reasons: 

First, the fact that at least three end uses are there for the product. 

One, where they are consumed in the ground in fattening stock and 
they are not harvested; therefore, they do not have a place in ‘ths 
support price picture or in the figure of production. 

Second, where they are used in the desirable end uses as nuts, in 
candy, and for the other purposes which yow have described. 

And third, where they go to processing plants for conversion, prin- 
cipally mto oil. In this case they have to compete with the other 
vegetable oils. And because of that fact; their value for that use 
comes down, as I have understood your statement; to approximately 
one-half of their most desirablé end uses, is that correct? 

Mr. McLatn. Yes. 
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Senator HotiaNnp. On one occasion I remember since I have been 
in the Senate, we tried an experiment in dividing the acreage and the 
production between that which was to go to the. most. desirable end 
uses for consumption as nuts; and peanut butter, and the less desirable 
consumption—and when I say “less desirable,’ I mean less profitable. 

Mr. McLatrn. Less profitable; yes. 

Tuvenst, but important. use as vegetable oil and 


Senator HoLuanp. 
the like. 

Has the Department made continued studies to see whether or not 
that kind of an approach might again be attempted? 

Mr. MeLatn. Do you want to comment on that? 

Mr. TxuicrEen. That is the basis, I think, for the marketing agree- 
ment order approach, Senator Holland. And it has been an interest- 
ing and tough problem to work on in working with this problem. 
There is more difficulty in overcoming it administratively in andlies 
that problem. 

Senator HoLuanp. If it were determined under a marketing agree- 
ment, an order by the committee and then supported by an order of 
the Secretary, the fixed proportion or fixed quantity or fixed quantities 
of the production in the case, as the marketing agreement might: pro- 
vide, would be earmarked from the beginning to go to the processing 
plants, is that correct? 

Mr. TuieaPen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MclLarn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. With full knowledge on the part of the producers 
themselves, that that part of the product, whether based on grade, 
size, condition, or simply on the matter of diversion of a certain per- 
centage, would be produced for less desirable markets than would the 
other portion of the production. That is the purpose of your suggested 
marketing agreement; is it not? 

Mr. McLain. This is not picked out of thin air. As you know, 
coming from Florida, how well this does work for many commodities. 

On the House side we had this indication from Congressman Hagen 
of California, that we have had considerable interest from certain 
segments of the peanut belt that this ought to be looked at carefully 
for the longtime best interests of the peanut industry. 

Senator HotLanp. You do not propose to change the basic rule of 
the marketing agreement structure under which two-thirds of the 
growers would have to sign, before'a marketing agreement would be 
made operative? 

Mr. McLain. This would operate the same as the other types’ of 
agreements. 

Senator Hotuanp. What would the provision be with reference to 
the processors? 

Mr. McLain. Of course, we are flexible on this point. I mean, if 
I were a Senator or a Congressman from an area that raised peanuts, 
I think I would have! some interest in this.. Well, we haven’t had a 
chance on the Senate side to explore it. 

But, also, were 1 a Representative representing the peanut growers 
I would have some interest in this primarily because it has worked so 
well with other commodities. 

And the detail of how it is done, we are flexible on that. 1 mean, 
I do not think the Seéretary of Agriculture ought to. write the whole 
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ticket on it. I think it ought to be something that would be looked 
at from the interests of the industry itself. 

Senator Hotuanp. The Secretary of Agriculture cannot write the 
program in the field of marketing agreements because that program 
could not be invoked except by the consent and participation of two- 
thirds of the producers. 

Mr. McLain. Correct, sir. 

Senator HoLuanp. As you say, we have had some experience with 
marketing agreements in my State. And the general experience has 
been satisfactory. It has, as a rule, been based upon the basis of 
the most desirable grades and the like. And the other uses of small 
returns being made of the less desirable sizes or grades or the like of 
the particular product which was involved. 

Why were peanuts excluded from the coverage of the Marketing 
Agreement Act, if you know? 

Mr. McLain. I cannot answer that for sure, but my guess is that, 
of course, you know the story on why peanuts were included as a 
basic commodity to begin with, I am sure, as well as most people. 

And, certainly, it is basic to the people in the areas where it is 
grown. I mean, in many areas, as Senator Talmadge has pointed 
out here, it is the number one crop. 

Again, I say that it amazes me and it has the Secretary because he 
has felt for some time that peanuts is a commodity that could well 
fit under this other system. And we think that Congress ought to 
take a look at it in all honesty and fairness to the industry. 

We do suggest as we have, and if it falls on deaf ears that will be 
the end of it. We want the record to show that this is a potential 
for the longtime interest of the peanut industry, and is much better 
than what is going on currently. 

Senator Houuanp. I have had some conferences in recent years 
with representatives of the peanut producers and processors, and I 
have been much encouraged by clear indications that they were 
making much greater efforts than heretofore to solve their own 
problems. That is, to organize their own industry to that effect. 
And I do hope that they will study this suggestion likewise. 4 

Mr. McLarn. The thing that bothers me—and I am sure that it 
does you, Senators—is that the present program cannot go on much 
longer. This was said by Senator Talmadge and a few of the other 
Senators when the Secretary was up here. I mean, the overall 
approach we make with these programs. 

I think it is high time that responsible people have a look at what 
the alternatives are, because one of these days it may be too late. 
It does not make any difference who is in power, who is running the 
show. The American taxpayer will decide that it is too late. When 
that time comes, some people are going to be taken to task because 
they didn’t do the thing that should have been done. And I think 
this is one area that ought to be looked at in all honesty and sincerity. 

Senator Houuanp. I did not notice in your statement any setting 
forth of the number of producers found in the peanut production 
industry. 

Mr. McLatrn. Can you give us that? 

That can be furnished for the record. 

Mr. Tuicpen. What is the number of farms? 
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Mr, James W. Merritt, Chief, Production Programs Branch. 
Farm allotments, 116,000. We estimate that there are 1.5 producers 
on these farms. 

Mr. Tuigpren, That is 65,000 producers. 

Senator Hottanp. How does that compare with the maximum 
number of producers found in any commodity producing group which 
has availed itself of the marketing agreements structure? 

Mr. McLarn. I do not think it is too much out of line with some of 
the bigger ones. Of course, we have many orders in areas where they 
affect smaller groups, but it is not beyond the realm of real possibility. 

Senator Hotianp. I wish that you would show for the record, let 
us say, the largest half dozen marketing agreements. 

Mr. Martin Sorkin, Assistant to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
You have dairy products, Senator. 

Senator Hotianp. That is the milkshed. 

Mr. Mclain. Yes. 

Senator HoLtLanp. I am not speaking about that at all. 

I am talking about the ordinary version of a complete industry. 
In Florida, the citrus and the tomato industry. In California the 
citrus industry and the peach industry and others that have been 
included under marketing agreements. 

Mr. McLain. We will be glad to furnish that because we do have 
it our records. 

Senator HoLLanp. I ask for that because I recognize that the 
wider spread and industry is, and the more producers there are, the 
more difficult problem you have of organization in marketing agree- 
ment as you found out in the case of Irish potatoes. 

Mr. McLarn. Yes. 

Mr. Houuanp. I think Congress is certainly entitled to have a full 
showing of the figures here. 

Mr. McLarn. Yes. 

(The information is as follows:) 
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Fruit and vegetable marketing agreement and order programs in effect during fiscal 
year 1958 


Orders in effect 


Citrus fruits: 
California, Arizona Navels miscellaneous oranges 
California, Arizona Valencia oranges 
California, Arizona desert grapefruit 
California, Arizona lemons 
Florida oranges ! 
Florida grapefruit ! 
Florida tangerines ! 
Florida limes 
Deciduous fruits: 
Florida avocados. -.-.-....-- 
California Tokay grapes-_--- 
Colorado peaches 
Georgia peaches 
Utah peaches 
California Bartlett pears 2 
California plums 2 
California Elberta peaches ? 
California nectarines 
Oregon, Washington, California winter pears 
nL... a aceeismacusiioa'pecndae aan Bearers wemkbmuae 
Washington sweet cherries 
Dried fruits: 
California dates__.......-- icudcadundwsanncnhda dbshahknaadadehe einen ssc Sal 
California figs 
California dried prunes 
California raisins 
Vegetables: 
Cucumbers—Florida 
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Onions—Idaho, Eastern Oregon 
Tomatoes—Florida 

Potatoes: 
Idaho, Eastern Oregon 
Colorado 
Oregon, California 


Red River Valley 
Virginia, North Carolina 
Eastern South Dakota 
Washington 
New England except Maine 
Nuts: 
ee cmanonpmoeiouine Daiguee De aiednettetanwon 
Oregon, Washington filberts 
West coast walnuts 


Total, 36 orders. 
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12 One order each respectively. 


Senator Hotuanp. In connection with the surplus that you are 
carrying over, let us go to 1954. I well remember that occasion, and 
I remember that there was a very small production. And the question 
was whether there was enough to allow the industries which make 
end use of peanuts to continue with their normal production. I 
remember that it was argued as to whether that was or was not the 
case, culminating in the decision by Federal authorities that certain 
imports of peanuts would be permitted to supplement the domestic 
product. 

What was the total poundage or tonnage of offshore peanuts that 
were permitted to be brought in to supplement the domestic produc- 
tion at that time? 

. Mr. Tuicren. Approximately 90,000 tons on the farmer stock 
asis. 

Senator HoLitanp. Over what period of time was that importation 
permitted? 
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Mr. TuiGPpeNn. That importation was in the period of less than 6 
months or thereabouts, and cut off ahead of the new crop availability. 

Senator HoLtanp. The principal objective in your carryover pro- 
gram, I take it, is to prevent any such problem arising in the future. 
Am I correct in that? 

Mr. TxigPeNn. | would not want to go through another one of those. 

Senator HoLLanp. I remember it was a problem for all of us who 
were concerned in that matter at that time. 

I want to join Senator Talmadge in clearly expressing the hope and 
the belief that the Department will make a reexamination of this 
picture, while the production is underway in the ground, and when 
the crop conditions have been more manifest than, of course, they 
can be now, and that applies to the planting and to the condition of 
the crop as it then appears, with the hope that this price can be raised. 
I have not found any indisposition on the part of the Department to 
make that kind of reexamination in other cases. And I want to say 
that Senator Talmadge and I, and I am sure every other Senator from 
areas affected, will be very anxious to have you make that reexamina- 
tion and to give the industry the full benefit of any appreciation and 
betterment of the picture that is evident at that time. We understand 
there is not any assurance at this time of the betterment. 

Senator Talmadge, will you take over, please? 

Senator TatmapGe. Anything further, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. McLain. Not so far as we are concerned. 

Senator TatMapGs. We certainly appreciate your coming up here. 

Mr. Duncan, will you please come forward and take the witness 
stand? I would like to say for the record that Mr. John Duncan is 
a long-time personal friend of mine. For approximately 2 years he 
has served as president of the Georgia Farm Bureau Federation. 
He is an able, dedicated, conscientious leader of the Georgia Farm 
Bureau. I do not know of a more knowledgeable farm leader in the 
country on agricultural affairs. We would like to hear from you now, 
Mr. Duncan. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN P. DUNCAN, PRESIDENT, GEORGIA FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION, MACON, GA.; WILLIAM V. RAWLINGS, 
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, ASSOCIATION OF VIRGINIA PEANUT 
AND HOG GROWERS, CAPRON, VA.; AND H. H. KNOWLES, PRESI- 
DENT, PEANUT PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, HEADLAND, ALA. 


Mr. Duncan. Mr. Chairman, before starting on my testimony, I 
have been authorized here today to represent the Georgia Farm 
Bureau Federation and the Association of Virginia Peanut and Hog 
Growers Association, the South Carolina Farm Bureau Federation, and 
the Alabama Peanut Producers Association. 

We have with us today Mr. Knowles, who is next to you, Senator, 
who is chairman of the board of the National Peanut Council, and on 
left is Mr. Bill Rawlings, who is executive secretary of the Association 
of the Virginia Peanut and Hog Growers Association. 

Before going into the testimony, I would like to remark to this com- 
mittee on the statement that was used in determining the production 
figure. Historically, the 91 percent has been used rather than the 
traditional planted acres. 
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Mr. Chairman, and other members of this important Subcommittee 
on Peanuts. On March 4, 1959, the Secretary announced that pea- 
nuts would be supported at an average price of $193.50 per ton soak: 
ing 75 percent of modernized parity—this includes 1959 administrative 
changes in the parity index—as compared with a 1958 average support 
price of $213.20 or 80.8 percent of parity. This means that peanuts 
will be supported in 1959 for $19.70 per ton less than they were sup- 
ported in 1958. In the United States this would mean a loss in income 
to our peanut farmers of approximately $16 million. 

We fully realize the Secretary has rather broad discretion in de- 
termining the support price and that he no doubt is within the limit 
of the law. We doubt very much, however, that he has used the best 
of judgment in estimating, which is the basis of such announcement, 
the amount of peanuts that will be consumed this year, or the carry- 
over as of August 1, and certainly his estimate of production appears 
to us to be out of reason. 

The Secretary has spent a good part of his time lately traveling 
throughout the country and in many of his speeches, he speaks of 
peanuts. He made the statement at Cornell University on March 24, 
1959: 

The farmers are producing more peanuts than consumers will buy at the prices 
which peanuts must be supported. 


In other speeches he has said that if the prices of peanuts were sub- 
stantially reduced, there would be an increase in consumption. 

By using the trend of only the last 4 months, the Secretary has 
estimated that the consumption of peanuts for the coming year would 


be about 713,000 tons. Since 1954 the consumption of peanuts has 
increased approximately 40 million pounds—shelled basis—per year. 
From last August 1 until March 1 of this year, the near record level 
of 426 million pounds was consumed as compared with 415 million 
pounds for the same 7 months during the 1957-58 season. We contend 
that the consumption figure should be 733 million pounds based on the 
chart shown in exhibit B. The peanut farmers of the southeast and 
the Virginia-Carolina area are paying out of their pockets approxi- 
mately $500,000 per year to increase the sale and use of peanuts 
and to extend their markets. With this in mind, we do not believe the 
Secretary’s action, in reducing the price of peanuts, an exhibition of 
cooperation or a source of encouragement to farmers. 

The manufacturers of peanut products are completely satisfied 
with the price they paid for the 1958 crop. They do not request 
any reduction in the support price and have no complaints. 

In the Secretary’s estimate of production for the crop year of 1959, 
the crop year of 1954 was completely left out. Therefore, his estimate 
of production for 1959 does not run true with actual production over 
the past 5 years. It is true that the average production per acre for 
1958 was good but there are no facts to back that the same will exist 
for 1959. Why should he leave out 1954 which was a bad year when 
we produced only 727 pounds to the acre and put in 1958 which was 
an exceptionally good year when we produced 1,213 pounds to the 
acre? We could very easily have another year like 1954 as much so as 
we could have another good year such as 1958. 

The Secretary is estimating that the 1959 production of peanuts 
will be 820,000 tons, which is estimating that the production of 
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peanuts will be greater than during any year except 1958, even going 
back as far as 1951. 

In studying the production of peanuts one can easily see that there 
is no consistency in one year as compared to another, either in yields 
per acre or total production. 

Over the years the Secretary, in estimating the production of 
peanuts, has used the figure of 91 percent of the total allotment— 
1,610,000 acres—would be planted and harvested. This being the 
case, and we have no reason to doubt it, and using his own figure the 
1,118 pounds per acre yield—which appears to.be much too high— 
would not come out to his estimated total production of 820,000 souk 

In the Southwest, for example, the Secretary, out of the clear blue 

sky, has increased the estimated production per acre some 20 or 30 
pounds per acre just because they have had a rain or two in the last 
few months. 

Farmers are in no position incomewise or otherwise to sit idly by 
and let someone, not connected with production of peanuts, determine 
their income just because they think it might rain. 

Actually, the actual average production of peanuts per acre since 
1952 through 1958 in the United States is only 997 pounds per acre. 
The Secretary is estimating that the 1959 average per acre production 
will be some 1,118 pounds. 

With such estimates as these, the Secretary will cause the income of 
the U.S. peanut farmers to drop some $14,875,500, based on average 
production since 1952 or a drop of $18,647,240 from 1958 production. 
See exhibit A for the production figures and average in the United 
States since 1952. 

By observing the production of peanuts by years, it is very obvious 
that his estimates are much too high. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in the determination of the 1959 support level 
one can easily see that by just a mere stroke of a pen a farmer can be 
completely put out of business. 

The Department of Agriculture has been buying from shellers No. 2 
stock peanuts and placing them in cold storage, at tremendous cost, 
in order that they might be on hand August 1 to help justify his action. 
However, we understand that the process has been slowed tremen- 
dously in the last few days since this hearing was announced. We 
realize that in the crushing of peanuts for oil that we must consider 
also what this will do to the price of cottonseed oil and soybean oil. 
We realize that these other commodities should be taken into account 
but we firmly believe that there is still plenty of time before August 1 
to divert all surplus farmers’ stock peanuts and No. 2 shelled peanuts 
purchased by CCC to oil without affecting the price of these other oil 
products. In the last few days there has been a reconcentration of 
approximately 10,000 tons in 2 warehouses to help get ready for the 
August 1 carryover. I am told that 7,000 tons of these are still in a 
tobacco barn. The Secretary’s action just doesn’t add up to common- 
sense in putting these peanuts in cold storage. The Department con- 
tends that they are doing it because we could have another year like 
1954. If that be the case then the Secretary must not have much 
faith in his estimate of production for 1959. 

Gentlemen, I am sure all of you realize that the farmers’ cost of 
production is steadily increasing each year. 
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Are we farmers to continuously pay more for the items we purchase 
and continuously take less for the products we sell? 

Prices paid by farmers are back at an all-time high as reported by 
the USDA last week. The Department said the index of prices paid 
by farmers for commodities, interest, taxes, and farm wages rose 
one-third of 1 percent during the month ending March 15. The 
advance, due primarily to high prices for production goods, lifted 
the index back to the record high first established in January of this 
year. It was nearly 2 percent higher than a year earlier. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I would like to give the members of 
the committee some actual figures on the cost of producing an acre 
of peanuts. These figures are the average given to me by good peanut 
farmers in Georgia. These farmers keep accurate records and these 
figures are based on a 5-year average. 

Preparing land 
Preemerge week control 
Fertilizer 


Cultivating, 4 times 
Hoeing , 
Harvesting - 

Hauling to market 

Dust-_- 

Lime and landplaster 

Taxes, land rent, interest on ir 


Total 
I might say that is for just one time. If you hoe twice, then it 


would be twice that much. 

Now, using the U.S. average yield for the past 5 years of 997 pounds 
per acre and based on the announced price by Mr. Benson of $193.56 
average per ton, this will mean a margin of only $3.50 per acre. The 
above figures you will notice do not consider repairs on machinery, 
cost of procuring the above items, et cetera. 

Senator TaumMapGe. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Duncan. Yes, Senator. 

Senator TatmapGE. Do you recall what the average peanut allot- 
ment in Georgia is? 

Mr. Duncan. No, [ do not, Senator. 

Senator Tatmapes. Would you hazard a guess? 

Mr. Duncan. It would be less than 10 acres. I guess between 9 
and 10 acres. 

Senator Tatmap@E. Does anyone from the Department of Agri- 
culture have those figures here? 

Mr. Merritu. No, sir. I do not have them here. We do have 
actual figures. 

Senator Tatmaper. If you could supply that for the record, would 
you do that, please? 

Mr. Merritu. Yes. 

Senator Tatmapae. Very well. 

(The information requested is as follows:) 


The average acreage allotment in Georgia for the 1959 crop year is 16.3 acres. 
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Senator TatMapGE. Assuming that it would be 10 acres and a mar- 
gin of $3.50 per acre of profit, that would give the farmer an income 
of $35 a year, would it not? 

Mr. Duncan. That is " ht, if he was growing Spanish. Now, if 
he were growing runners, then he is losing at the rate of $19, which 
is shown in my next paragraph. 

Senator TALMADGE. In other words, he would lose $1.90 an acre? 

Mr. Duncan. That is right, Senator Talmadge. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, this $193.50 is the average price for all types 
of peanuts and several types will be supported ata much lower price. 
For example, I estimate the supports on runner peanuts. will be $180 
per ton, and after $9 is deducted, a grower will receive a net of $171, 
which is $19 less than the actual cost of production. 

[ do want to say here, Mr. Chairman, concerning my figure of $95 
as to cost of producing an acre of peanuts, Mr. Rawlings on my left 
tells me it will amount to approximately $30 more per acre cost in 
Virginia than Georgia. 

Senator TaLMADGE. So the figures would be even worse for Virginia 
farmers 

Mr. Duncan. That is right, Senator Talmadge. 

Peanut farmers, like other farmers, in times of national emergency 
have been called upon to produce, and I believe everyone will agree 
that the farmers have responded to the needs. Now that an all-out 
emergency does not exist, the farmers are being told that you should 
do the best you can do. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that the members of this committee 
realize that peanut farmers have not been receiving the announced 
support price dollarwise in the past. For example, if the support 
price is to be $193.50, the farmer will only receive $184.50 because of 
what we call a $9 deduct that is deducted for stroage, insurance, et 
cetera, for 8 months, even though a warehouseman may move the 
peanuts in, say, 30 days. 

Peanut pr oducers have taken a drop in price for peanuts of some $50 
or more per ton in the last 3 or 4 years, and during the last 5 years 
costs of production have increased approximately 20 percent. The 
Secretary’s action clearly indicates that this is a further move to 
completely destroy our peanut program. Earlier the Secretary com- 
pletely revised the parity index in order to lower the price. I am sure 
you are familiar with this action. 

We further realize that such moves by the Secretary does not, as 
he so often indicates, give the consumer a cheaper product at the 
expense of the farmer. The only commodity we have reliable figures 
on is peanut butter. While the price of peanuts has dropped $50 
during the last 4 or 5 years, the price of peanut butter has gone up 
several cents per pound during this period. 

Gentlemen, on behalf of the peanut farmers, we would greatly 
appreciate any relief from this deplorable situation. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before your committee 
and express our views. 
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(The tabulations submitted by Mr. Duncan are as follows:) 


Exuisit A 


U.S. production of peanuts 1952-58 ' 


Crop year 


Acreage 


picked and 


threshed 


Acres 


1 Above figures obtained from U.S.D.A. Oils and Peanut Division. 


ExuisBit B 


Shelled peanuts used in peanut products 


[Pounds] 


Peanut 
candy 


104, 015, 000 


124, 128, 000 
119, 927, 000 
120, 806, 000 


119, 197, 000 | 


118, 935, 000 
110, 843, 000 
118, 597, 000 


136, 061, 000 


Salted 
peanuts 


120, 557, 000 
116, 771, 000 
132, 653, 000 
140, 650, 000 
147, 450, 000 
149, 118, 000 
143, 254, 000 
146, 327, 000 
163, 382, 000 


Yield per 
acre 


Pounds 


1, 039 
727 
928 


| 


1, 160 | 
970 | 
1, 213 | 


Peanut 
butter 


250, 279, 000 
251, 544, 000 
276, 009, 000 
275, 803, 000 
286, 821, 000 
297, 539, 000 
299, 929, 000 


325, 661, 000 | 


317, 4 424, 000 


Total pro- 
duction 


———n 


Tons 
677, 900 
787, 088 
504, 248 
774, 005 
803, 905 
717, 972 
932, 362 


Total 


481, 663, 000 
501, 779, 000 
534, 957, 000 
543, 727, 000 
560, 147, 000 
572, 401, 000 
563, 302, 000 
600, 096, 000 





138, 149, 000 


170, 881, 000 


355, 818, 000 | 


646, 251, 000 
693, 768, 000 


40, 000, 000 


ee ee ee ae pian nin nda decktahche Pabhate mie bahtte ainks 733, 768, 000 





NOTES 


1. Peanut butter sandwiches and other minor products not itemized, but is included in the totals above. 

2. Figures for 1958 will not be available until August or September, but the figures for Aug. 1 till Mar. 1 
show a near record level of 426,403,000 pounds as compared with 415,857,000 pounds for the same 7 months 
during the 1957-58 season, or an increase of over 10,000,000 pounds. 


Mr. Duncan. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would also like to 
comment on the acreage that was not deducted for the soil bank. 

In figuring that, taking out the 133,000 acres from your 1,610,000 
acres and then applying the factor, which has been done historically 
in the past, of 91 percent, I believe that the records will show that 
you will come out with a factor or percentage of 124.9, which is the 
equivalent of 80 percent of parity instead of the 75 percent of parity 
which was announced by the Secretary. 

[ appreciate your courtesy in allowing us to appear before you this 
morning, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Senator Hotuanp. I think, Mr. Duncan, it would be well to have 
the record show the efforts made by the industry itself within the last 
few years to aid itself through sales promotion, advertising, and other 
organizational activities. Will you outline them briefly for the record? 

Mr. Duncan. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

In Alabama and Georgia we are deducting, in Georgia particularly, 
under the commodity authority set up by an enactment of the legis- 





000 
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lature, we are deducting $1 a ton from each ton of peanuts. In 
Alabama they are deducting $1 a ton. I understand in Virginia it is 
20 cents. Isn’t that right? 

Mr. Rawurnos. That is right, and have been doing it for 10 years. 

Senator Hotianp. And what is the total that is made available by 
reason of these deductions, and how has it been used? 

Mr. Duncan. Well, this is the first year, and they deducted in 
Georgia to the tune of $280,000. Just what it is in Alabama I do 
not know, nor do I know in Virginia, or North Carolina. But Mr. 
Knowles from Alabama. would be glad to answer. 

Senator HoLitanp. What I would suggest, if you don’t mind, is for 
you to have somebody from your industry prepare a picture of the 
joint industry operations, whether by States or a larger basis, showing 
the things you are doing in trying to improve the lot of peanut 
producers. 

IT would like to have that for the record because I think they are 
notable, and I think that the record should contain a clear showing 
of just what you are doing. The picture in that regard varies very 
greatly from the disorganized situation which you were in up to just 
a few years ago. 

Mr. Know tes. Senator Holland, we would be glad to furnish that 
information, and we will do so as soon as we get back home. 

Senator Hotuanp. I am sure that the Senate committee and the 
Congress as a whole will be glad to see those things, because I think 
they will give so clear and indication of the efforts you are making. 
I was much encouraged by the efforts and activities along these 
ines. 

Mr. Duncan. I do want to make this clear, Mr. Chairman, so we 
won’t be misleading anyone, that we have been in it only for 1 year 
and we are now in the process of doing what Alabama has been doing 
for 2 years, I believe, maybe 3. 

In other words, I don’t want you to think that we have spent any 
of the money so far. We have it and we are going to go into the 
program. 

Senator Hotuanp. I am going to ask you about Florida. What 
has been done down there? 

Mr. Duncan. I understand that they are trying to get through*the 
legislature just what we have in Georgia. 

Senator Hot.anp. Of course, we had put in many years ago provi- 
sions imposing really a tax on the box basis on most types of citrus, 
from which I believe nearly $6 million is produced a year, and that is 
used for advertising and sales promotion and dealers’ service, research, 
a fight for better freight rate, and the like. Those uses and the other 
uses to which that money has been put have been highly beneficial, 
as you know, in that industry. 

I am certainly encouraged that you are doing the same thing. Of 
course, I cannot predict what Florida is going to legislate. I have 
been a member of the legislative body long enough to know that 
nobody can predict that; but I hope that they will be just as willing 
as Georgia. I see no reason why they should not be just as willing 
to have this effort. They have shown their willingness in the citrus 
and other fields. 

Mr. Know es. I would like to say that in Georgia, the people 
appearing before the legislature are very much encouraged about this 
law being enacted. 





PEANUT PROGRAMS 


Senator HoLLanpb. That is fine. I’m glad to hear that. 

Mr. Duncan. I| would like to state that Oklahoma and Texas are 
looking into this thing. I believe that Mr. Joe Sugg is in Oklahoma 
today talking to them and telling them about what has happened. 

Mr. Rawuinos. I wonder if I could make a comment. 

Senator HoLLaANnp. You may. 

Mr. Rawuine6s. Along the lines of what Mr. Duncan was saying 

Senator HoLLAND. Pardon my interrupting you, but you are re- 
presenting the producers of Virginia and I believe North Carolina? 

Mr. Rawurnes. That is right. Concerning the Oklahoma and 
Texas legislation, down there they are very much encouraged by the 
progress of similar legislation being enacted. It might be enacted 
during the current sessions of the legislatures in Oklahoma and Texas. 

As Mr. Duncan has mentioned, Joe Sugg of North Carolina is 
actually in Oklahoma this week. He is down there to be of assistance 
in any way he can to get that legislation enacted at the current session. 
I think that the chances are good of ending up with all of our major 
States joining hands in this. 

Mr. Duncan. If we can stay in the peanut business long enough 
to get it operating. With prices lkike they are, Senator, there are 
going to be a lot of farmers out of business that now are in the peanut 
business. 

Senator HoLLuanp. Well, I hope that the conditions of the crop will 
justify an upturn in this matter before that time comes. 

One more thing. You gentlemen remember, of course, the crisis in 
1954, asI do. What in your judgment is the proper amount that the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture should carry over in stock at the end 
of the year to safeguard against the recurrence of that kind of a situa- 
tion? 

Mr. Duncan. Senator, we were going to bring that up. I am glad 
you mentioned it. 

Mr. Rawlings, would you comment on that? 

Mr. Rawuinos. Is it all right to do so, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator HoLuanp. Yes, of course. 

Mr. Rawuinos. Actually, Senator, I think that it will depend a lot 
on what the industry itself is carrying over. 

For instance, if the mdustry is carrying over 100,000 tons and have 
contracted 200,000, as the Department of Agriculture has estimated, 
there might be some reasonable basis for the Department to carry over 
a reasonable amount of peanuts to guard against a recurrence of what 
happened in 1954. 

Senator Ho.Lianp. Just there, do you happen to know what was 
carried over by the industry in the year that this trouble arose? 

Mr. Rawuines. In 1953, the previous year, which I believe is the 
closest that they have figures for, the industry carried over 124,300 
tons and the Department of Agriculture, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, carried over 86,800 tons from the 1953 crop, totaling 
211,100. 

Now, this year 

Senator HoLLANnpD. That amount proved to be insufficient to sup- 
port the normal activities of the end users of peanuts, is that right? 

Mr. Rawuines. That is right. I do not believe that the records 
show that we have ever had anything like that before or since. It 
was a most unusual year. We do not believe that we can gear any 
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reasonable program based on such an extreme condition. We recog- 
nize it is possible, that it can happen again, but the odds against 
that thing happening again are just tremendous. 

Senator HoLuanp. In that case the question becomes one of judg- 
ment, and I would like to have the judgment of the industry reflected 
in these hearings, as to whether you think that we should have an 
adequate carryover to guard against the recurrence of such a situa- 
tion; or face a situation where, if there was such a year of poor produc- 
tion without an adequate carryover, we will have to go back to off- 
shore imports. In other words, it is a judgment as to which way to go. 

Which way do you think it is wiser that we go? 

Mr. RawuinGs. Well, Senator, I think that unquestionably we 
should have a reasonable carryover, but when you get into what one 
person may say is reasonable as compared to another one, that is 
where you get vour differences of opinion. 

Senator Ho.tuanpb. That is correct, and that is the reason why we 
wanted you folks, you producers, to guide us as to what the carryover 
should be, including the industry and government. 

Mr. Rawutnes. Well, Senator, with anything approaching the 
anticipated yield that we will have this year, it looks like a total carry- 
over, as far as we can see, of 158,000 tons would be enough to take 
care of anything except a complete recurrence of the condition of 
1954. We have not had anything as bad as that, either before or since, 
as I said just a minute ago, Senator. 

While we are on this carryover, if you will permit me to comment 
just a little 

Senator HoLtanp. Anything you want to contribute to our record 
will be welcome, sir. 

Mr. Rawurnos. Because there is another very big factor. 

The law, Senator, gives us a legal allowance for carryover, and com- 
puting the normal supply of 15 percent of the estimated requirements, 
it comes out this year to approximately 107,000 tons carryover. That 
is all that the law permits us. The Department is saying that we 
ought to have 200,000 tons. 

Now, we thought that under the flexible price supports, and if they 
allowed 107,000 tons for the industry itself, and the industry has been 
over the past 6 or 7 years, or since 1952—and that is just the industry, 
Senator, exclusive of the Commodity Credit Corporation—the indus- 
try has averaged a carryover of 158,000 tons of peanuts on August 1, 
in order to keep the pipelines open that the industry operated until 
the new crop becomes available—the point is that the difference 
between the 107,000 tons and the 158,000 industry carryover, exclusive 
of the CCC carryover, results in a lower support price. 

We have on several occasions sought legislation that would permit 
bigger allowances of carryover, a carryover that would be realistic 
and actually would reflect the established practices in the industry. 
On each occasion, the Department has seen fit to oppose it. 

So, Senator, we are in a sort of a jam because the law does not permit 
us enough legal carryover. 

Putting it this way, if we go on the current figures that the Depart- 
Ment is using today on the yield, the high-yield figures which we 
think are high, and if we use the lower consumption figures, which 
we think are low, and if we had the legal carryover reflect what the 
trade itself has been carrying over since 1952, a carryover of 150,000 
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tons instead of 107,000 tons, based on the assumption that the yield 
is anything such as is indicated for this crop year, and if a proper 
allowance is made for the omission of the 133,000 acres of land allotted 
to peanuts which have gone into the conservation reserve, then the 
minimum support that the Secretary could announce would be 85 
percent of parity, instead of the announced 75 percent of parity. 

So, Senator, you see that it is just a difference in estimating. You 
can estimate it one way or the other, and you can easily see that it 
can bounce all the way from 75 to 90, very easily. 

Senator HoLianp. This conservation reserve that you speak of, 
was that land added to it this year, or does that consist mostly of 
conservation reserve acres that were put in under the program last 
year or before last year? 

Mr. Rawuines. The release from the Department, as I recall it, 
Senator, indicated that a portion has been put into the conservation 
reserve the year before, but the inference was that the major portion— 
and I got this from the footnote on page 2—the major portion of it is 
going in this year. That is what I gathered. 

Senator HoLutanp. Of course, the proper interpretation and the 
giving of proper weight to that factor would depend on when they 
enter the program. 

Mr. Rawutnes. That is right, Senator. Of course, we want to be 
realistic, but we realize that the yield per acre of the land that would 
normally be going into the conservation reserve would show a ten- 
dency to be less. In other words, the tendency would be to put in the 
less productive land. 

Now, the Department was using the yield figure of 1,118 pounds 
of peanuts per acre. We would not contemplate that there would be 
that much yield on the conservation reserve acres, these 133,000 acres. 

Senator HoLLaANp. What you are doing is recognizing the fact that 
farmers generally in going into the conservation reserve, would not 
put in the most productive land and the most productive acreage. 

Mr. Rawuinos. That is certainly correct, Senator. 

Senator HoLtuanp. I think that is the reasonable approach to take. 

The only thing I would call to attention at this time is that I think 
that this conservation reserve figure should be reexamined from the 
standpoint of the years in which that acreage was put in, I mean in 
earlier years, because what has been put into the program most 
recently obviously would not apply as a factor in the reduction of the 
estimates for this year, estimates of production. 

Mr. Rawurnes. That is right. And when we arrived at the figure 
of 85 percent parity, 1 was using a yield of 187 pounds per acre on the 
acreage that went into the conservation reserve, which I interpret 
from the Department release that has gone into the record, is the same 
figure that the Department is using, and so we certainly are not 
knowingly trying to exaggerate the picture at all. 

Senator Hotuanp. I think this is the appropriate time to ask the 
Department officials to furnish for the record a complete breakdown 
on the conservation reserve program, particularly as to the years in 
which the acreage entered the program and as to how they computed 
in applying the factor for the 1959 program. 

Senator Tatmapan. Mr. Thigpen, can that be supplied? 

Mr. TuiareEn. I certainly will try, Senator. 
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(The information is as follows:) 


Acres of peanuts placed in conservation reserve 


Despite the 61,000 acres of peanuts in conservation reserve in 1958, acres 
picked and threshed were equivalent to 95 percent of the total acres allotted. 
In calculating yield and production for 1959, it was assumed that the projection 
of production on 91 percent of the allotted acres provided adequate adjustment 
for the increased acres in the conservation reserve. Although the placing of 
additional acres in the conservation reserve program will have a definite effect 
on total production, the first acres placed under contract have in part been those 
growing peanuts for feed or from which relatively small quantities of peanuts 
would have been harvested. 

Mr. Tuia@pen. Just by way of correction of what Mr. Rawlings 
has just said, I would like to bring out the fact that his comments 
should apply to the carryover figures as of 1953, rather than 1954. 

Senator Hottanp. Would you care to correct your testimony to 
apply to 1953? 

Mr. Rawuines. Yes, sir. In my previous statement, Senator, I 
gave the carryover figures as of 1953, and I appreciate what Mr. 
Thigpen has said. It should be the 1954 figure, and instead of 
211,000 tons, actually they had a carryover of 142, 000 tons. 

Senator Hottanp. That is the industry carryover? 

Mr. Rawuitnes. The Commodity Credit Corporation only carried 
over 14,000 tons that year. The total was 142,000. 

Senator HoLtLtanp. And the program in the previous year and the 
program indicated here by the Government witnesses indicated a 
carryover of Government stocks of 50,000 tons this year? 

Mr. Rawutnes. That is right, Senator. Of course, we think that 
there is ample time between now and August 1 to orderly divert that 
to oil, and stop paying storage on it and stop paying transportation 
and all, get it diverted to oil, and get it out of the picture before 
August ¥ 

If the industry is going to take anywhere near 200,000 tons and if 
the Department has any reasonable confidence in their high-yield 
figure, we do not see any need for having peanuts in cold storage, and 
we think that by doing that, we would be very adequately protected 
against any such situation as 1954. 

Senator HoLtianp. And do I understand that you think that under 
present conditions, no Government carryover should be planned? 

Mr. Rawutnos. That is exactly it. 

Senator Hoxtzanp. All right. 

Senator Talmadge, do you have any questions? 

Senator TatmMapGE. I would like to ask just one question. It is a 
question which I would like to ask Mr. Thigpen. 

Mr. Thigpen, you have heard Mr. Duncan‘s testimony and con- 
clusions which he drew from the figures that he had in his statement. 
Do you dispute the accuracy of any of his figures 

Mr. TuiGren. Not at all, Senator; no. 

Senator TALMADGE. That is all the questions I have, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator HoLianp. All right. 

Are there any further witnesses who wish to be heard? 

(No response.) 
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Senator TatmapGe. Mr. Chairman, if you would permit, Mr. Dun- 
can has already announced whom he was speaking for, but I would 
like for him to state that again at the present time for the benefit of 
those who did not hear him. I mean off the record, Mr. Chairman, 
not on the record. 

Senator Hotianp. Certainly. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator HoLianp. All right. 

Are there any further witnesses? 

(No response. ) 

Senator HoLttanp. Thank you, gentlemen. 

I believe we could conclude these hearings on this matter, but I 
will leave it up to Senator Johnston to determine whether they are 
concluded or not. And anyone who has anything to furnish for our 
record is free to do so. We will keep the record open for that purpose. 

We will adjourn now, and thank you, gentlemen. 

(Additional statements filed for the record are as follows:) 


U.S.SENATE, 
SeLtect CoMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINEss, 
April 16, 1959. 
Hon. Ezra Tart Benson, 
The Secretary of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: The peanut growers in Alabama are greatly disturbed 
by your announcement of March 4, 1959, in which it was stated that the 1959 
crop peanuts would be supported at not less than an average price of $193.50 per 
ton. The average support price for 1958 crop peanuts was $213.20 per ton. 
This means that on the average farmers will receive $19.70 per ton less for 1959 
crop peanuts than they received for 1958 crop peanuts. In Alabama alone, this 
means a loss of income to peanut farmers of approximately $2 million. 

An investigation of this matter has revealed several actions taken by your 
Department which completely puzzle us. 

First, in determining your consumption figure for the coming year of 713,000 
tons, vou used a trend of only the last 4 months. If you had used the trend of a 
full 12-month period, it is our understanding that your estimate of consumption 
would have materially increased. A larger estimate of consumption would 
decrease the supply percentage and increase the support price. 

Second, in estimating the production of peanuts for the 1959 crop year, you 
completely ignored the production of peanuts in 1954 when farmers produced 
only 727 pounds to the acre. However, in making your determination, you were 
apparently unduly influenced by the production of peanuts in 1958 when farmers 
produced 1,213 pounds to the acre since you are estimating that the 1959 pro- 
duction of peanuts will be 820,000 tons. Your estimate is in excess of the pro- 
dution of peanuts in any recent year except 1958. The actual average yield per 
acre of peanuts for the period 1954 through 1958 was approximately 1,000 pounds. 
By ignoring 1954 and including 1958 in your determination, you are estimating 
that the 1959 yield per acre will be 1,118 pounds. If you had used an actual 5- 
year average yield (1954-58) in estimating the production of peanuts for 1959, 
your estimate would have been much less than 820,000 tons. A lower estimate 
of production will result in a lower supply percentage which means farmers would 
receive a higher price for their 1959 erop of peanuts. 

Third, you are estimating that the carryover of peanuts as of August 1, 1959, 
will be 250,000 tons. The commercial trade will carry over 200,000 tons. CCC 
will carry over 50,000 tons. In past years, your estimate of the carryover of pea- 
nuts has not to our knowledge exceeded 200,000 tons. Why then, if a 200,000- 
ton carryover has been sufficient in past years, will we need to carry over an addi- 
tional 50,000 tons into the 1959 marketing year? Is it further to depress the 
— farmers will receive for their 1959 crop of peanuts? We all know that the 
arger the carrover the lower the support price. 

Fourth, you intend once again to deduct $9 from the support price to deter- 
mine the Government loans advance for peanuts. We understand this $9 deduc- 
tion is to cover storage, insurance, inspection fees, administrative costs, ete. The 
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loan advance and the market value of peantus are one and the same. In other 
words, the commereijal buyer pays the farmer the exact same amount for a ton 
of peanuts that the farmer would receive if the ton of peanuts were going under 
the Government loan program. 

We certainly do not blame peanut buyers for this practice since it is only good 
business to buy a commodity as cheaply as possible. However, we fail to under- 
stand why peanut farmers cannot be afforded the same treatment as cotton 
farmers. The cost to a farmer for obtaining a loan on a bale of cotton is less than 
$1.50. He only pays an additoinal cost for storage if he redeems his cotton from 
the loan. A peanut farmer cannot redeem his commodity from the loan. How- 
ever, he is charged $6.80 for storage when such peanuts are delivered to the loan 

ency. 

“eThe cost of producing an acre of runner-type peanuts in Alabama is approxi- 
mately $95. If your Department does not change the so-called price differential 
on peanuts, we estimate that the support price for 1959 crop runner-type peanuts 
will be approximately $180 per ton. If our estimate is correct, a farmer who pro- 
duces a ton of average-grade runner-type peanuts will receive approximately $170 
for such peanuts regardless of whether he sells them commercially or puts them 
under the Government loan program. This is approximately $19 less than the 
actual cost of production. You can see that if the final support price to be an- 
nounced in August is not materially increased from the minimum support of 
$193.50 per ton, many farmers will be forced out of business and will have to seek 
employment off the farm. 

Peanut growers are one of the groups that make up the peanut industry. The 
industry cannot prosper as a whole if it becomes impossible for any group to con- 
tinue its operation. As is the case with cotton, those who buy and process the 
raw product cannot survive unless the grower is able to remain in production 
The grower cannot long stay in production at prices-less than it costs him to 
produce. 

We respectfully request that the Department take the following actions in 
connection with the peanut program well in advance of August 1, 1959: 

(1) Revise your estimated consumption figure of 713,000 tons to reflect the 
trend of a full 12-month period; 

(2) Revise your estimate of production for the 1959 crop to reflect the actual 
average production during the 5-year period 1954-58; 

(3) Immediately sell for crushing into oil and meal the 50,000 tons of peanuts 
that eneeny Credit Corporation intends to carry over into the next marketing 
years; an 

(4) Determine the loan advance by deducting only $1.50 (the cost of inspection) 
from the support price. 

If our recommendations are followed, it will materially increase the 1959 income 
of peanut farmers in Alabama as well as the income of peanut farmers in other 
peanut-producing States. 

Sincerely, 
ListeR HI... 
JoHN SPARKMAN. 


STATEMENT FILED By Hon. B. Everett Jorpan, a U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
State or NortH CAROLINA 


There is a great deal of concern among the farmers of North Carolina about the 
action of the Secretary of Agriculture in reducing sharply the support prices for 
peanuts. 

No one questions the authority of the Secretary to reduce the support prices 
under the law, but there is serious question about the wisdom of such reduction 
in light of the economic pressure it will put on all peanut producers. 

More important, it is clear from the statistics offered by the Department of 
Agriculture that the figures arrived at in estimating consumption for the current 
year are both unfair and unrealistic. 

Overall, it should be remembered that Congress devised the peanut price 
support system—as well as all price support programs—for the protection of 
farmers. Price supports were never intended to be used to make farming un- 
profitable, which seems to be the effect, if not the intention, of the Secretary’s 
action in lowering price supports this year. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I ask that there appear in the record of the 
hearings a letter I received from Mr. Joe S. Sugg, executive secretary of the 
North Carolina Peanut Growers Association, Inc., concerning this important 
matter. 
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NortH CAROLINA PEANUT GROWERS AssocraTION, INC., 
Rocky Mount, N.C., April 15, 1959. 
Hon. B. Everett JORDAN, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SeEnaToR JORDAN: This is to inform you that the North Carolina Pea- 
nut Growers Association, representing approximately 50,000 farmers of North 
Carolina, who not only grow peanuts but produce cotton, tobacco, corn, soya 
beans, and livestock, are strongly opposed to the actions of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture in reducing the support level of peanuts to $193.50 per ton, as he an- 
nounced on March 4. 

Though acting within the bounds of authority given him by law, we feel that 
he betrayed the trust of the peanut farmer by using extreme estimated figures 
which, when applied in the formula, justified the announced support level, which 
is the absolute minimum under existing laws. 

This support level, when multiplied by the average yield, will produce insuffi- 
cient income to pay cost of production and provide a reasonable return to the 
farm families producing peanuts. 

Figured across the belt, this action reduces the farm income by approximately 
$18 million, which not only reflects a lowered economy of the peanut farmer but 
also reflects a lowered economy of those with whom he does business, both directly 
and indirectly. 

We do not believe that it is the intent of the Congress that the peanut grower 
be deprived of an opportunity to make a profit on his crop through the adminis#) 
tration of the law by the Secretary. ; 

We want you to know that in spite of any information to the contrary which 
you may have received the peanut growers of North Carolina are solidly in fav or 
of higher supports and controls through governmental assistance. This is subs) 
stantiated by results of past quota referenda. 

The peanut growers are anxious to work with our legislative bodies in order that 
our program might be kept up to date and most effective for both the producer) 
and the consumer. 


Sincerely yours, 
Joe 8. Suaa, Erecutive Secretary. 


(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon” 
vene subject to call of the Chair.) 
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